The panel was also fortunate in its discussant, Victor Lieberman, a senior scholar whose early work on Burma provided insightful research on the in uence of European weaponry on indigenous state formation. Over the last ten years or so he has initiated serious rethinking of the usefulness of ÒSoutheast AsiaÓ as an analytical unit, and the value of drawing comparisons that cut across the boundaries of established categories. In pointing to parallels between, for example, Burma and France or Vietnam and Russia, Professor Lieberman has seen military capacity as a signi cant factor in the evolution of more centralized and administratively coherent states.
While the authors each approach the topic from a speci c viewpoint, the issues they raise, so well articulated in Professor LiebermanÕs discussion, highlight the cultural knowledge and linguistic skills necessary for any sophisticated interpretation of the historical sources. At the same time, we must also accept his gentle criticism that Southeast Asianists still nd it di cult to think comparatively, whether across the region or beyond. Given the enormous variety of Southeast Asian cultures and languages, and the range of political formations, the task of the aspiring comparativist remains formidable. At this point one can only comment that the kind of detailed case studies presented here, providing a basis for more systematic cross-cultural work, may contribute towards the Òsoci-ology of early modern Southeast Asian warfareÓ which Professor Lieberman envisages. 
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